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Abstract— Certain wheeled mobile robots e.g., electric
wheelchairs, can operate through indirect joystick controls from
users. Correct steering angle becomes essential when the user
should determine the vehicle direction and velocity, in partic-
ular for differential wheeled vehicles since the vehicle velocity
and direction are controlled with only two actuating wheels.
This problem gets more challenging when complex curves
should be realized by the user. A novel assistive controller with
safety constraints is needed to address these problems. Also,
the classic control methods mostly require the desired states
beforehand which completely contradicts human’s spontaneous
decisions on the desired location to go. In this work, we develop
a novel assistive control strategy based on differential geometry
relying on only joystick inputs and vehicle states where the
controller does not require any desired states. We begin with
explaining the vehicle kinematics and our designed Darboux
frame kinematics on a contact point of a virtual wheel and
plane. Next, the geometric controller using the Darboux frame
kinematics is designed for having smooth trajectories under
certain safety constraints. We experiment our approach with
different participants and evaluate its performance in various
routes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, different vehicles are increasingly getting in-
volved in human life and activities. The wheeled mobile
robot e.g., wheelchairs are the conventional vehicles utilized
more often. There have been researches to control these mo-
bile robots considering their desired states. However, the ve-
hicle users are not always fully aware of the exact determined
goals (desired configuration/states) or they change their goals
continuously. This urges a controller that assists the user
input without any external sensors or a priori information
about the desired states. For example, the assistive controller
can be greatly beneficial in wheelchair patients who do not
have full ability to control certain parameters of the moving
mobile robot (varying the vehicle velocity). These issues are
barely covered in the literature.

We can roughly divide the motion control problem for the
mobile robot into path planning and trajectory tracking [1]–
[4] with some about sensor-based planning algorithms [5]. In
the path planning problem, the vehicle’s initial and desired
configuration consisting of the position and direction of the
vehicle are often known [6], [7]. The goal is to establish a
suitable trajectory for the vehicle under certain constraints
namely known obstacles. For instance, a nilpotent form of
the model was designed to create feedback transformation
for different systems including car systems [1]. Laumond
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Fig. 1: The framework of the proposed assistive controller.

et al. developed various geometric control strategies for
collision-free path planning of wheeled mobile robots [3],
[7], [8]. Certain planning techniques were proposed for more
challenging cases [9]–[11], namely, path planning through
moving obstacles. Recent studies took a direction in making
algorithmic motion planning by combining different sensors
e.g., LiDAR and depth camera through navigating crowded
environments [5], [12]. The ultimate goal is to achieve
autonomous self-driving cars [12], [13] that are covered in
recent studies.

The trajectory tracking problem aims for tracking the
already given path or desired states, velocity in particular,
on the current time [7], [14]–[16]. In other words, the
objective is to keep the vehicle on the desired trajectory or
reference states. This control problem focuses on minimizing
the external disturbances and it often uses robot dynamics to
minimize the convergence errors. For example, a combined
feedforward and feedback control strategy was created for a
mobile robot under disturbances [17]. Currently, there have
been certain attempts to do reference tracking by linear
control methods [18], [19] or fuzzy logic control [20]. In
the control perspective, there have been attempts to develop
strategies that make the user travel with the vehicle safely
by combining different sensors. The reactive control strategy
with the inclusion of LiDAR sensor data is one of the
conventional ways [5], [21]. Based on the covered studies,
there is no controller that does not require a priori reference
trajectory or desired configuration without using many sensor
e.g., LiDAR information. This means, an assistive controller
can be highly important to correct the user inputs for safer
and better locomotion of the vehicle by using only joystick
inputs. Also, this control strategy cannot easily be developed
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with scaling the inputs since the trajectories can get complex
with following continuously changing user inputs and the
problem becomes harder.

There have been some attempts in developing shared
autonomy between user inputs and manipulator robots [22]–
[24] outside of the mobile robot research field.

S. Javdani et al. used a partially observable Markov
decision process (POMDP) to predict the intended object
to pick while the autonomy system does not know the goal
(without desired configuration) as a priori [24]. The work
shed light on control strategies with no desired states but
still had challenges since the manipulator mainly ran with
an internal controller and did not consider any complex
trajectory utilization that the user intended to do with a
joystick. This important issue is predominant in mobile
robots because user can follow complex and highly dynamic
paths with spontaneous decisions on the desired goal.

Various control strategies have been considered for
wheelchair systems. Park and Kuipers developed a feedback
controller in order to drive an electric-powered differential-
drive wheelchair [25]. This controller was correcting the ve-
hicle velocity depending on the path’s curvilinear curvatures.
There have been studies in smoothing the traversed path
by mobile robots [26]. Also, a velocity control to follow a
reference trajectory was designed considering jerk limitation
and longitudinal acceleration [27]. However, complex curves
that have sharp turns/features were not considered in these
studies for increasing the level of maneuvers. Next, a pre-
dictive controller with a linearized model was proposed for
trajectory tracking of an electric wheelchair [28]. Previously
proposed control approaches for a wheeled mobile robot are
not well suited for wheelchair users since the user/patient
cannot determine and communicate with an advanced con-
troller to feed desired states (this can be velocity or position)
continuously. This problem multiplies with using discrete
joystick controls (easy to jump different values continuously)
in wheelchairs rather than an advanced mechanical shaft to
the steering wheel that cars normally encompass.

In our previous study, we developed a simple geometric
controller for a mobile robot with steering wheel and evalu-
ated the motion in simulation [29]. In this work, we introduce
a new assistive controller for differential-drive mobile robot
[see Fig. 1 for the framework], with motivation from existing
challenges, that does not use any priori desired configu-
ration/states. The established new geometric controller uc
relies on the curvature variation of the traversing trajectory
using the Darboux frame kinematics of a virtual wheel [30],
[31]. Also, we design this controller with arc-length-based
time-invariant functions that rely only on user joystick inputs
uu and feed on current states of the vehicle {x(t), ẋ(t)} with
using inertial measurement unit (IMU) and shaft encoders,
under defined safety constraints.

In this paper, we begin by describing the vehicle and
Darboux frame kinematics in Section II. Next, based on
our defined control problem in Section III, we derive our
geometric controller on the Darboux frame kinematics in
Section IV. Finally, we experiment and check the controller
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Fig. 2: Schematic of the differential wheeled mobile robot
with virtual wheel frame at the center of the vehicle.

behavior and performance with different participants by
using a differential-drive wheelchair in Section V. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first assistive controller
approach that does not require any priori desired states and
relies on user joystick input and vehicle current states only
without utilizing external sensors such as LiDAR or camera.
The new controller tries to develop smooth trajectories while
it is decreasing the user effort. Thus, it can be extensively
suitable for mobile robot applications.

II. KINEMATICS OF THE VEHICLE AND VIRTUAL WHEEL
ON A DARBOUX FRAME

In this section, we demonstrate the kinematic model for
differential wheel mobile robots. Next, a Darboux frame with
a virtual wheel is introduced at the vehicle center since it will
be used for designing an assistive control with geometric
functions in the arc-length domain.

Fig. 2 illustrates the frames of the differential wheeled
mobile robot. We have simplified the model for generality to
a moving vehicle where the robot is actuated with two wheels
in the back and passive omnidirectional wheels at the front
without steering. The frame ΣV is fixed to the vehicle center
where it is aligned with the actuating back wheels center with
a frame of ΣW . Additionally, ΣI is the inertia frame. The
vehicle axis ΣV has a spin angle of ψ with respect to the
inertia frame. In addition to classic frames, we introduce a
new frame on the vehicle ΣV located at the contact point
of wheels with the plane as a virtual wheel frame Σp. Next,
we assume that Lv with C∞ smoothness in continuous-time
domain is a path that the wheeled mobile robot follows on the
plane. Also, the back driving wheels with a radius of R are
rotating. Note that there is a no-sliding constraint between
the wheel and the ground.

Based on the frame definitions, the kinematics of the
moving differential wheeled vehicle ΣV in time t > 0 on
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the plane can be presented as follows

ẋ(t) =

 ẋ(t)
ẏ(t)

ψ̇(t)

 =

 cosψ
sinψ

0

uv +

 0
0
1

uω, (1)

where (x, y) and ψ are the plane states and the rotation angle
between the vehicle and the plane and also the control inputs
u = [uv, uω]T in system (1) are the vehicle linear velocity
uv and angular velocity uω inputs which is given as[

uv
uω

]
=

[
1/2 1/2
1/l −1/l

] [
ur
ul

]
, (2)

where ur and ul are the angular velocity inputs of the left
and right wheels.

Because we want to develop a geometric controller based
on the traversing path’s curvature, we use the Darboux frame
definition [30]–[32]. In our early study [31], we illustrated
that how the Darboux frame can be used in parameterizing
the motion kinematics with arc-length-based inputs for a
spin-rolling sphere on the plane. The simpler case of this
system as the rolling disc (wheel in our case) was also shortly
discussed [30], [31]. The Darboux-frame kinematics brings
different advantages such as producing velocities based on
the projected curvature of the interacting surfaces. This is not
possible with Frenet frame [14] kinematics which studies
the moving particle on curves. In our case, the interacting
surfaces are a rolling object (virtual wheel here), the plane
surface, and sandwiched virtual surface on the Darboux
frame. The virtual surface is then designed as arc-length-
based inputs. In addition, the Darboux-frame-based kinemat-
ics is time- and coordinate-invariant and can be parametrized
with extra control inputs that help to increase accessibility
[31] which we utilize in this study.

Darboux frame kinematics is derived on Σp frame. It is
assumed that the Darboux frame Σp is at the center of the
vehicle where a virtual wheel with radius Rv rotates at P.
Every contacted point P on Σp has a unit-based Darboux
frame (e1, e2, e3) [33] which follows the path Lv where e1
is a tangent vector to the path Lv , e3 is a normal vector
to the plane, and e2 is perpendicular to the plane, e3 × e1.
Then, the general angular velocity of the wheel (rolling disc)
ωp on the contact point of the Darboux frame is obtained
[30], [31]

ωp = δ(−τge1 + kne2 − kge3), (3)

where

δ = ds/dt, kg = kwg − ksg − αs, kn = kwn − ksn − γs,
τg = τwg − τsg , (4)

where kwg = 0, τwg = 0 and kwn = 1/Rv are virtual wheel’s
geodesic curvature, geodesic torsion and normal curvature,
and the fixed surface is considered as a plane with ksg =
τsg = ksn = 0 curvatures. Note that here radius of virtual
wheel Rv is equal to our considered wheels radius R. Also,
{αs, γs} are arc-length-based inputs as a sandwiched virtual
surface [31] and δ is defined as the rolling rate input in
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L (t)v Desired 
location by
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L (t+1)v

u (t)u

u (t+1)uv(t)

‘

‘‘

‘

v(t-1)

v(t+1)

Fig. 3: The problem statement of the motion assisted control.
The vehicle with the velocity v(t) always creates safe and
smooth trajectories in continues-time t on Lv while the user
input u′u aims for the desired location.

the time domain. We will utilize the extended control inputs
{αs, γs, δ} in developing our controller. In a previous study,
we determined how an underactuated ball-plate system is
transformed to a fully-actuated model with extra arbitrary
inputs [31]. We take similar and simplified computation to
derive the rolling virtual wheel to transform the system (1)
to 3×3. The extra inputs help us to define extra functions in
constraining the traveled path and vehicle velocity dependent
on our safety constraints (derived functions). By substituting
the curvatures into Eqs. (3)-(4), we have the angular ωp and
linear vp velocities on P as follows

ωp = δ [[(1/Rv) + γs] e2 + αse3] ,

vp = ωp × rw = δ [[(1/Rv) + γs] e2 + αse3]×Rv e3
= δ [1 +Rv γs] e1. (5)

We can see that the curvature variation is projected onto
unit frames which varies the linear and angular veloci-
ties. The virtual wheel travels on the plane along e1 with
corresponding kinematics (5). Additionally, the kinematics
can be represented in the classic velocity formulation on
the Cartesian coordinate {p − ijk} system by following
expressions

e1 = cosψi + sinψj, e2 = − sinψi + cosψj, e3 = k,

δ =
ds

dt
= Rv

dθ

dt
. (6)

where θ represents angular rotation of the virtual wheel.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We explain the control problem that we have established
for the wheeled mobile robot. Also, the safety conditions as
constraints are described.

Fig. 3 presents an example statement that we have chosen.
The assistive controller aims to correct the moving vehicle
velocities v(t) = [vv, ψ̇]T under safety constraints without
knowing any priori goal where vv is the linear velocity of
the vehicle. Also this controller allows the user to have
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more freedom in assigning travel velocity u′v,u and angular
direction u′ψ,u by the joystick inputs. Next, the inputs u =

[uv, uω]T of the kinematic model (1) are defined with the
following shared control formulation

u(t) = (1/n) [uu(t) + (n− 1)uc] , (7)

where uu = [uv,u, uω,u]T , uc = [uv,c, uω,c]
T and n ∈ N

are the raw inputs by the user, the inputs of the controller,
and the level of reliance on the controller. The higher shared
control variable n ∈ [1,∞] becomes the less the user inputs
uu will be effective in directing the vehicle, and vehicle will
be assisted by only the controller inputs uc.

In our designed controller, we do not have a desired
state/configuration. As shown in Fig. 1, only the user’s raw
inputs u′u = (u′v,u, u

′
ψ,u) and vehicle current states {x, ẋ}

are used for the controller functions. Also, the vehicle states,
velocity v and current orientation of the vehicle ψ(t) are
obtained by measurements from inertial measurement unit
and motor shaft encoders. Please note that in the case of
mobile robot without controller uu = cu′u, where c is a
linear ratio to transform user joystick inputs to velocity.
However, in our case, our nonlinear geometric controller
utilizes the raw inputs of user u′u to develop a proper strategy
in updating uc.

We assume, only the user knows the temporary desired
configuration xf = {xf (t), yf (t), ψf (t)} while vehicle
moves along arbitrary Lv path (path is not known/given).
The controller velocity input and steering angle uc are
updated from an intended curvature of trajectory Lv and
introduced objectives based on the user/driver inputs u′u =
[u′v,u, u

′
ψ,u]T . Next, the following safety and control objec-

tives are established:
(i) Only the user knows the approximate desired configu-

ration xf and our shared controller u is assisted by including
the user inputs uu without any priori knowledge of xf .

(ii) The controller corrects the trajectory for having smooth
curvature on path Lv while the motion safety is satisfied
under geometric motion constraints on input u. The assistive
controller is based on the defined geometric constraints
through the virtual wheel model (5) on the Darboux frame
that uses the user inputs uu.

(iii) The first safety constraint is on the input velocity uv,u
that changes under |(1/n)[uv,u+(n−1)uv,c(u

′
u,v)]| ≤ |vv|

condition where uv(t) is the corrected mobile robot velocity
that uses the steering angle of the user u′ψ,u with the respect
to the changes of smooth path curvature of Lv .

(iv) The sensitivity of the vehicle orientation ψ is con-
sidered as the second safety constraint. The input uω,u has
a safety constraint that varies based on the vehicle velocity
v(t) and the difference between the current intended steering
angle of the user steering input u′ψ,u and vehicle orientation
ψ(t) as |

´ t
0

[(1/n)[uω,u + (n− 1)uω,c(u
′
u,v, ψ)]] dt| ≤ |ψ|.

IV. ASSISTIVE GEOMETRIC CONTROLLER

In this section, we design our assistive geometric controller
by utilizing differential geometry. The geometric functions of

the controller in the arc-length domain are designed under
the explained objectives in our problem statement.

We want to construct our geometric controller based on the
introduced Darboux frame kinematics of the virtual wheel.
We want to develop a relationship between the system inputs
(1) and our proposed Darboux-frame-based kinematics [31].
The idea is first to transform an underactuated (3x2) system
(1) to a fully-actuated one using the introduced Darboux-
frame kinematic (5) on Σp where it is time- and coordinate-
invariant. This helps the system to be more accessible as
indicated in our previous work [31] where a generic ball-
plate system was considered. Then, The induced geometric
surface as the virtual surface {αs, γs} on Σp can be designed
as a controller for system (1) in an arc-length domain
where rolling rate δ variable separates time domain from
the controller.

Proposition 1 Let’s assume there is a no-sliding constraint.
The Darboux-frame-based kinematics (3) with the relation-
ship between rolling virtual wheel, the plane and virtual
surface is considered in separated arc-length domain [31].
Then, the geometric controller as the sandwiched virtual
surface on Σp with aligned {e1, e3} unit vectors with vehicle
frame ΣV is defined as follows

uc =

[
uv,c
uω,c

]
=

[
δ (1 +Rv γs)

δαs

]
, (8)

where (αs, γs) are the virtual surface inputs and δ is the
rolling rate input.

Proof: The velocity input uv corresponds to the vehicle
velocity that is always aligned to unit vector e1 of the Dar-
boux frame. Since there is a no-sliding constraint between
the wheel and ground, one can find one of the geometric
controller inputs uv,ce1 in the function of the arc-length-
based input γs with the Darboux frame linear velocity vp
(5) and (1) as follows

uv,c(δ, γs) = δ [1 +Rv γs] . (9)

For the next control input, Based on the properties of the
Darboux frame Σp definition that is located on the center
of vehicle ΣV , the angular velocity in differential equation
from (1) is equal to the geodesic torsion input αs of ωp in
(5) by

δαs , ψ̇(t), (10)

because the rotation of the vehicle is always around e3
vector. Now, by re-ordering Eq. (10) and knowing ψ̇ = uω,c
from (1) give

uω,c(δ, αs) = δαs. (11)

Eqs. (9) and (11) give us the geometric controller uc in Eq.
(8) with the arc-length-based inputs (αs, γs) of the virtual
surface and rolling rate input δ.

Proposition 2 By using the conditions of the proposition 1,
functions of the geometric controller inputs (8) are designed
based on sphere normal and geodesic curvatures {kn, kg}
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Fig. 4: Radius curvature Ri is calculated by incircle of u′ψ,u
angle that determines the control inputs {αs, γs}.

with C∞ smoothness under safety constraints in Section III
as follows 1

γs = 1/Ri(u
′
ψ,u), (12)

αs = tan
[
ζ
(
u′ψ,u, ψ(t)

)]
/Ri(u

′
ψ,u), (13)

δ = λs(uv,u, vv(t))/λt, (14)

where Ri, ζ, λs and λt are the changing imaginary sphere’s
radius, the angle of projected area due to steering difference,
the arc-length and time step differences based on vehicle
velocity, respectively. Additionally, the stable motion conver-
gence of the shared control u is achieved under bounded
inputs of assistive controller by

‖uc‖2 ≤ (1−m)2δ2
[
(1 +Rvγs (max {Ri}))2

+ α2
s (min {Ri},max {ζ})

]
< ‖ub‖2, (15)

where m = 1/n, ub is the user’s intended exponentially
convergent safe velocities that is expected by the robot to
follow and ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm of the vector space.

Proof: We have to design proper geometric functions
to prescribe our new corresponding inputs {δ, αs, γs} de-
pending on the expressed objectives. The arc-length-based
input γs in (4) is the induced normal curvature of the virtual
surface. We design γs with the normal curvature of the
rolling disc as γs = 1/Ri where Ri is the varying curvature
radius. From Fig. 4, the radius Ri(u′ψ,u) is designed with
the change of the incircle radius that is dependent on the
steering angle of the user u′ψ,u as follows

Ri(u
′
ψ,u) =

Rv
µr

+

[
(Si − ri)2(Si − li)

Si

] 1
2

, 0 ≤ |u′ψ,u| <
π

2
(16)

where Si = (2ri + li)/2 is the area of encompassed triangle
of the incircle, µr is the small value scaler to avoid singular
point by the minimum curvature radius of Ri, and also
ri = Rv/ cosu′ψ,u and li = 2Rv tanu′ψ,u are adjacent and
hypotenuse sides of isosceles triangle as shown in Fig. 4).

To design the arc-length-based input αs in (11), we have
to formulate it with caution since δαs correspond to the

1Please refer to the proof of the Proposition 2 to check what is the function
of each variable in Eqs. (12)-(14).

Rv

h

ac

hc

ζ

ѱ(0)

ѱ(t)

Lv

Sc

u ,uψ
‘

Fig. 5: Computation of projection angle ζ based on the an-
gular difference between user steer angle u′ψ,u and vehicle’s
orientation ψ.

orientation velocity ψ̇. This means we have to develop the
steering input u′ψ,u with a constraining function to avoid any
dangerous spinning. The wheeled mobile robot’s rotation can
easily become a danger for the user/patient who controls the
vehicle. For example, the vehicle can topple in high-velocity
maneuver if the direction does not get assigned correctly.

The arc-length-based input αs stands for the geodesic
curvature of the virtual surface with radius Rv of virtual
wheel in (4) [31], then, we use the geodesic curvature of an
imaginary spherical surface in this controller as follows

αs = tan(ζ)/Ri, (17)

where ζ is the projection angle (see Fig. 5 for the main idea).
A trigonometric relation as shown in Fig. 5 is computed
between the project angle ζ and steering angle u′ψ,u that is
given from user’s the joystick. Next, it is assumed that the
angle ζ is the projection angle of constructed under-cap area
Sc that is found from

ζ = 2 tan−1 (ac/2Rv) , (18)

where ac is base diameter of under-cap area. We calculate the
base diameter ac of the cap with the following formulation

ac = 2
[
(Sc/π)− h2c

] 1
2 , hc = Sc/(2πRv), (19)

where St and hc are the total area of the cap-shaped region
(blue region in Fig. 5) and the height of the cap area. Next,
we construct a relation between the steering angle and under-
cap area Sc. We utilize the Gauss-Bonnet theorem [32] while
the imaginary sphere touches the circular closed blue path
Lv in Fig. 5 as follows

∆ψ = u′ψ,u − ψ(t) =

¨
Sc

κo dSc = Sc/R
2
v, (20)

where κo = 1/R2
v is the Gaussian curvature and ψ(t) ∈ 2π

is the current spin angle. The Gauss-Bonnet equation (20)
gives us the ability to built a sphere under-cap area based
on the steering angle given by raw steering input u′ψ,u and
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the current orientation of the vehicle ψ(t). With re-ordering
(20), our under-cap area becomes

Sc = R2
v

∣∣u′ψ,u − ψ(t)
∣∣ . (21)

The derived Eq. (21) is substituted back to Eq. (19). It
can be seen that the spherical curvature helps to track the
angular difference with a smoother function and transform
it to angular velocity by δα since the under-cap area would
have some values with respect to virtual wheel radius Rv .

Finally, we design the rolling rate δ function with the
objectives from the problem statements. In high vehicle
velocities, the geometric functions should not create a large
level of deviations depending on the inputs e.g., the steering
angle input. This can make the vehicle unstable. Note that
this issue is much more challenging as the distance between
the main actuating wheel and steering wheel l becomes
smaller; hence, we define rolling rate δ by

δ = ds/dt , λs/λt, (22)

where λs and λt are the arc-length and time step differences.
We design the arc-length difference λs in function of vehicle
velocity ( Fig. 6 shows the example output of the function)
as follows

λs(uv,u, vv) =

{
uv,u vv(t− 1) ≤ vc
uv,u · e−[vv(t−1)−vc]/T vv(t− 1) > vc

(23)
where vc = vm(1− σ) and T are the critical velocity of the
vehicle and the time scale, where σ is critical velocity ratio
with 38% value, in here. These vc and T values can change
depending on the vehicle properties, or user preference.

We check the controller stability by the assumption that
the resultant control u is always bounded with respect to user
inputs under safety conditions. Let us consider the following
constraint for stability of the controller

‖u‖2 < ‖ub‖2 ≈ a2ρ‖‖uu(τ)‖2
(
1− e−bρτ

)2
(24)

where aρ > 0, bρ > 0 are constants and τ = tn − tm is a
certain time interval. Then, by substituting Eq. (7) into (24)
and doing a transformation, we get

m2‖uu‖2 + 2m(1−m)‖uu‖‖uc‖+ (1−m)2‖uc‖ < ‖ub‖2
(25)

where m = 1/n ∈ (0, 1]. With knowing always n > 1,
the first two terms will always be smaller that third term
(1 − m)2‖uc‖; hence, the geometric controller determines
whether the system is stable. Then, substituting the controller
(12)-(13) into (25) gives

(1−m)2δ2
[
(1 +Rvγs)

2 + α2
s

]
< ‖ub‖2 (26)

We know always lim
vv→∞

δ2 = 0 which grants this term is
bounded. Also, based on the controller function in (12)-(13)
the controller velocity is bounded by the given angle by user
steering angle u′ψ,u ∈ [−π/2, π/2] which results

γ2s (s) < γ2s (max {Ri}) , α2
s(s) < α2

s (min {Ri},max {ζ})
(27)

Fig. 6: The rolling rate δ design based on the arc-length
differences on the vehicle velocity.

where max {ζ} < π/2 based on the constraint on the differ-
ence between vehicle and user’s angles, |u′ψ,u − ψ| < π/2.
This similarly grants the second term of (25) is bounded that
results to have a stable system with the bounded geometric
controller by (15).

Remark 1 If we check Eq. (9) and Eq. (16), we can see that
when the user gives large steering angles u′ψ,u, the curvature
radius Ri becomes larger that makes the arc-length-based
input γs smaller (to decrease the overall vehicle velocity
input uv) that satisfies our safety constraint at (iii) in Section
III.

Remark 2 The arc-length-based input α in (17) together
with Eqs. (19)-(21) shows that uω is constrained by under
safety constraints. This function gives our second safety
constraint, for condition (iv) in Section III, that the further
we have large differences between vehicle angle ψ(t) and
user-assigned angle u′ψ,u, the larger αs can be while rolling
rate limits the angular steering velocity by δ.

Remark 3 The rolling rate δ(uv,u, vv(t), vm) of the virtual
wheel that work as the controller is constraining both virtual
surface inputs (αs, γs) dependent on the maximum velocity
allowance vm for the safety.

Remark 4 The inequality (25) shows that larger shared
control variable n grants bounded inputs u for a stable
motion but very large values of n will remove the user direct
control/dominance from the shared control which tells there
should be an upper limit for n.

V. EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

In this section, we experiment with our proposed assistive
geometric controller. We consider our controller with differ-
ent subjects extensively with different routes.

In this experimental study, we consider two routes as
projected Viviana’s (infinity) curve and sharp spiral curve.
In each experimental route, we have done the study by
six participants with minimum knowledge of the wheelchair
system shown in Fig. 1. However, note that to clarify more
interesting results for the lateral route i.e., sharp spiral curve,
half of the participants were those who already took part
in the Viviani’s curve route. Note that due to the COVID-
19 pandemic, we did follow all the disinfection and safety
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rules for the participant2. The participants were healthy with
an average age of 26. The participants were expected to
handle wheelchair with different velocities from low to high
in these challenging curves. We used an electric wheelchair
system that is commercially available as Whill Model C. The
actuating wheels are located in l = 0.5 m distance in this
wheelchair. Also, our controller has the virtual wheel with a
radius equal to the wheelchair wheel R = Rv = 0.133 m.
As the ground truth for accurate tracking of the wheelchair
robot, we are using the HTC Vive Motion Tracker but none
of the data is utilized by the controller. In these experiments,
we change our vehicle maximum velocity between following
range vm ∈ [1-3.5] m/s. In this work, the time scale T and
the amplitude of time step difference λt for (14) are chosen
2 and 25, respectively. Each route was experimented by 6
participants where they tried 5 different maximum velocities
between the following vm = {1, 2, 2.5, 3, 3.5} ranges with
and without controller (refer to video for example result).
We have asked each participant to take the NASA task
load index (TLX) test after each run [34]. The NASA-
TLX is a multidimensional assessment tool that can help
participants to rate their mental and physical experience. This
test has 6 different scales: mental demand, frustration, effort,
performance, physical demand and temporal demands. Please
refer to the Youtube video for the example experiment done
by using the proposed controller [35].

In the first experiment, we choose Viviani’s curve as the
route. Fig. 7 illustrates example results of a participant for
different maximum velocities with and without the controller.
We can see that the user has many deviations with sharp and
unnatural maneuvers on the traversed path when there is no
controller. This issue is clearer when the velocity is higher,
3 m/s. However, our proposed assistive controller can keep
the person in a smooth trajectory along the path. In order to
understand how effective is the proposed controller, we can
check the vehicle velocities v = [vv, ψ̇], and user inputs for
example high velocity (3 m/s) shown in Fig. 8. The vehicle
velocity with the controller is very smooth in contrast to
without any controller. As it is clear from user inputs by the
joystick (uv,u, u

′
ψ,u), the users have lots of fluctuations in

their input controls since the vehicle increases the velocity
very fast and it becomes challenging to assign proper steering
angle by the joystick. Thus, the user should put lots of
effort to keep the wheelchair in the desired trajectory. If we
quantify the user effort by the number of times that joystick
goes from high value to as low as zero (in particular the
input velocity uv,u), then, the user is at least 7-8 times more
prone to put higher effort without any control.

Another challenging route as the sharp spiral curve is
chosen for evaluating the performance of the controller. Fig.
9 illustrates the ground truth that is recorded for one of the
participants. Similar to the trajectories of Viviani’s curve,
the vehicle follows smooth and non-fluctuating trajectories
when the users are using an assistive controller, in particular

2Before the experiment, our research purpose, method and data handling
were fully explained for participants, and we obtained their informed
consent.
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Fig. 7: The trajectories of an example subject on following
the Viviani’s curve (a) Without the controller (b) With the
proposed controller.
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Fig. 8: The wheelchair robot velocities and user inputs for a
Viviani’s curve with vm = 3 m/s speed.
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Fig. 9: The trajectories of an example subject on following
the sharp spiral curve (a) Without the controller (b) With the
proposed controller.
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Fig. 10: The wheelchair robot velocities and user inputs for
a sharp spiral curve with vm = 3 m/s speed.

during corner rotations. Interestingly, the proposed controller
does not have any desired configuration but it can assist the
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Fig. 11: NASA-TLX results with raw ratings (a) The Vi-
viani’s curve (b) Sharp spiral curve.

user’s inputs in a much smoother maneuver as shown in
Fig. 9-b. It is important to note that this difference is more
visible when velocity is higher vm > 2 m/s. The vehicle
velocities v = [vv, ψ̇] as shown in Fig. 10 are smoother
with minimum fluctuations by utilizing the controller where
it is followed by the user inputs properly. Similarly, the user
effort to make the wheelchair follow the proper path is about
8 times easier based on the number of times, he/she should
go from maximum to minimum input [see Fig. 10-b].

Finally, to generalize our findings and understand how par-
ticipants experience the run with and without the controller,
we analyze the answered NASA-TLX questionnaire. At first,
Fig. 11 demonstrates the users’ raw rating without weights.
In this plot, the ratings are the mean of different velocities
(vm ∈ [1-3.5] m/s) that participants have undergone the trials.
It is clear from the graph that our proposed controller has
a great satisfaction level (note that the lower value for each
scale, the better it is) with an average difference of 21%
for both trajectories. Although the success of the proposed
assistive controller can be verified, there are indications that
users feel some challenges with respect to the mental demand
and effort. We hypothesize that the source of high mental
demand is the initial learning curve that should be followed
to achieve better results by the controller. Thus, the partici-
pants feel more responsible in deciding the trajectory. This
means there are certain limitations of the current controller.
For example, the following questions arise: how we can
decrease the burden of high sensitivity to user inputs while
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Fig. 12: The weighted score rating with NASA-TLX ques-
tionnaire (a) The Viviani’s curve (b) Sharp spiral curve. The
solid line and shaded areas are the mean value and standard
deviation.

following safe and smooth trajectories. Also, how we can
sense user intention by extra sensors to minimize her/his
mental demand. We plan to develop proper strategies to
answer these questions.

Another advantage of the controller can be seen with the
weighted score rating in different maximum velocities as
indicated in Fig. 12. It can be interpreted that the trend
of the evaluation is similar to both of the routes. For the
Viviani’s curve, the rating score of the participants is around
29% with the controller while the rating increase over 65 %
for the case of high velocities (vm = 3.5 m/s) without the
controller. With a similar pattern for sharp spiral curves, the
participants are approximately 20% more satisfied with the
use of the controller. It is clear that the satisfaction level gets
higher as the controller mean score stays around 40%. Also,
the standard deviation of the scores is lesser which implies
most of the evaluated participants give approximately similar
score ratings for the experimented assistive controller.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a novel geometric controller
for assisting the users of differential-drive wheeled mobile
robots, without having any priori desired goal. The assistive
controller was using a virtual wheel formulation based on
the Darboux frame kinematics to correct the vehicle motion.

At first, the kinematics of the differential-drive vehicle to-
gether with Darboux frame kinematics for the controller is
described. Next, the motion control problem with considering
the safety constraints is explained. Then, we developed our
geometric assistive controller with defining the proper func-
tions. Finally, the controller performance at different routes
was evaluated. The experiment took place with different
participants using a differential-drive wheelchair robot. We
were able to confirm that the controller outperforms with
great level satisfaction from collected questionnaire (NASA-
TLX) responses besides the motion behaviors. The results
also show that users using the assistive controller put less
effort in directing wheelchairs in complex paths with user-
assigned vehicle velocities while the realized trajectories are
smooth. Note that the experiments done with the wheelchair
were in the maximum velocity of 3.5 m/s. This shows how
assistive controller is essential since most vehicles have
even higher velocities in which emphasize the importance
of assistive controllers.

In the future, we plan to develop more advanced shared
autonomy by combining the assistive controller with path
planning methods. Also, we will extend the problem to
more complex 3-dimensional trajectories to create a more
generic assistive controller that can be applied to other robot
platforms namely, manipulators, drones, and so on.
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